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Joint Legislative Committee on Performance
Evaluation and Expenditure Review (PEER)

Report to
the Mississippi Legislature

A Management and
Operational Review of the
State Personnel Board

In response to concerns regarding the impact of changes that the State Personnel
Board (SPB) has recently made, PEER conducted a management and operational review,
resulting in the following conclusions.

Service and Control-In response to feedback from state agencies, the SPB has
implemented structural changes (e. g., creation of an Office of Human Capital/Core
Processes to provide agencies with one-stop assistance) and substantive changes (e. g.,
creation of a pass/fail application evaluation system to expedite provision of certificates of
eligibles to agencies) to make the agency less bureaucratic and more service-oriented.
However, the SPB has not performed some control functions critical to the oversight of the
statewide personnel system, such as controlling for personnel actions not authorized by law
or auditing activities delegated to state agencies that should be performed in accordance
with SPB policy.

Strategic Planning--While the SPB’s executive staff made a documented effort to
review the needs of state agencies as well as its own organizational structure, the agency’s
strategic planning process does not meet applicable best practices standards. The SPB’s
strategic plan does not thoroughly define environmental factors and their effects, establish
overall agency goals, thoroughly develop strategies with defined action plans, or include
effective performance measures suitable to the statutory mission of the agency. Also, the
SPB has not developed a comprehensive strategic plan for the management of the state’s
human capital resources that recognizes the effects of economies of scale, internal
recruitment competition between state agencies, or significant changes in the economic and
competitive environment.

Internal Management--While the SPB made changes in 2009 to its organization
structure, position class titles, and assignments of staff that were intended to address the
service needs of state agencies, many of the changes appear to have not been in conformity
with SPB’s policy and practice regarding agency reorganizations and assignment of duties.
Also, some of SPB’s FY 2010 computer acquisitions were made without adequate
information and planning that could have determined whether the agency was making the
most efficient use of funds.
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Mississippi’s constitution gives the Legislature broad power to conduct examinations and
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supported in whole or in part by public funds, and to address any issues that may require
legislative action. PEER has statutory access to all state and local records and has
subpoena power to compel testimony or the production of documents.
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Mississippi government. As directed by and subject to the prior approval of the PEER
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obtaining information and developing options for consideration by the Committee. The
PEER Committee releases reports to the Legislature, Governor, Lieutenant Governor, and
the agency examined.

The Committee assigns top priority to written requests from individual legislators and
legislative committees. The Committee also considers PEER staff proposals and written
requests from state officials and others.
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A Management and Operational Review of
the State Personnel Board

Executive Summary

Introduction

Following the appointment of the current State Personnel
Director in March 2009, the State Personnel Board began
making a series of changes at the agency. As these
changes were implemented, PEER was apprised of
concerns raised by several persons regarding the impact
that these changes might have on the administration of
the statewide personnel system. In response to these
concerns, the Committee conducted this review.

PEER sought to determine:

* the historical reasons for having a central state
personnel agency;

* the traditional functions of public personnel agencies;

» the responsibilities of service and control that the State
Personnel Board must bear; and,

* the State Personnel Board’s response to meeting these
burdens and responsibilities.

Background

PEER Report #547

Public personnel management encompasses the processes
for classifying work, compensating and selecting workers,
and training workers to perform their jobs more
effectively. The ultimate end of these programs is to make
public personnel services both efficient and effective.

States without a central personnel agency may suffer from
problems such as inefficient allocation of public funds,
lack of a central compensation and classification system,
and lack of a central personnel database. Options for
states vary from having no central personnel agency to
having a low control/low service agency to having a high
control/high service agency. The level of service or control
is a policy decision reflected in each state’s personnel laws
providing for state personnel administration.

In 1980, the Mississippi Legislature established a
centralized personnel system--the State Personnel Board--
for the statewide coordination of public personnel
administration. The SPB is responsible for maintaining a
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merit system, operating a classification and compensation
system, tracking employee compensation expenditures,
and providing for employee development, among other
tasks. The SPB was empowered to function as a high
control/high service personnel agency with the authority
to make decisions impacting the use of personal services
resources by many of Mississippi’s state agencies.

In response to criticism of the State Personnel Board
leveled by many state agencies under its authority, the SPB
recently conducted a series of focus group meetings with
state agencies to determine what agencies considered to
be the board’s strengths and weaknesses. These studies
resulted in recommendations from participating agencies
for both substantive and structural changes to the State
Personnel Board.

Conclusions

viii

Service and Control

In response to feedback from some state agencies during
focus group meetings, the State Personnel Board has
implemented structural changes (e. g., creation of an
Office of Human Capital/Core Processes to consolidate the
functions of the former Classification and Compensation
and Selection divisions to provide agencies with on-stop
assistance) and substantive changes (e. g., creation of a
pass/fail application evaluation system to expedite
provision of certificates of eligibles to agencies) to make
the agency less bureaucratic and more service-oriented.

However, the SPB has not performed certain control
functions critical to the oversight of the statewide
personnel system, such as controlling for personnel
actions not authorized by law and auditing activities
delegated to state agencies that should be performed in
accordance with SPB policy.

The Strategic Planning Process

Following the appointment of the current Executive
Director, the State Personnel Board made a concerted
effort to consult with state agency directors and human
resources specialists to determine the agency’s strengths
and weaknesses. The agency followed this analysis with
several structural and substantive changes to the SPB, as
noted above. While this effort was beneficial to the
improvement of service delivery, the State Personnel
Board’s strategic planning process does not meet
applicable best practices standards for strategic planning.
The SPB’s strategic plan:
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* does not thoroughly define environmental factors and
their effects;

* does not establish overall agency goals;

* does not thoroughly develop strategies with defined
action plans; and,

* does not include effective performance measures
suitable to the statutory mission of the agency.

Also, the SPB has not developed a comprehensive strategic
plan for the management of the state’s human capital
resources that recognizes the effects of economies of
scale, internal recruitment competition between state
agencies, or significant changes in the economic and
competitive environment.

Internal Management Issues

Weaknesses in the State Personnel Board’s internal
management have resulted in decisions regarding
reorganization and computer acquisition being made
without the necessary information being directed to those
that need it to make rational decisions about their work
and responsibilities.

Throughout 2009, the State Personnel Board made changes
in its organization structure, position class titles, and
assignments of staff that were intended to address the
service needs of state agencies. While it appears that
much that was done was to address state agencies’
concerns about service needs, many changes appear to
have not been in conformity with SPB’s policy and practice
regarding agency reorganizations and assignments of
duties to staff.

Also, some of SPB’s FY 2010 computer acquisitions were
made without adequate information and planning that
could have determined whether the agency was making
the most efficient use of funds.

Recommendations
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1. In the future, the State Personnel Board should
proactively seek guidance on the scope and
purpose of legislative restrictions on pay increases
to ensure that it does not take steps that will
exacerbate fiscal problems by allowing
unanticipated pay increases.

2. The State Personnel Board should establish an
ongoing audit program that will annually audit any
agency whose personnel functions are managed by
agreement or whose management of certificates of
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eligibles is maintained outside the State Personnel
Board. All such audits should be prepared in
written form and presented to the agency for
examination and comment.

Additionally, the State Personnel Board should
establish a random sampling program of new hires
and either conduct or require that agencies
conduct an education and experience verification
program for these hires. The board should then
examine the results of the program and decide
whether there is need to make such a program a
permanent fixture in the management of personnel.

The Legislature should amend MISS. CODE ANN.
Section 25-9-117 (1972) to require a strategic
planning system for the State Personnel Board.
Such system should require the creation of a
strategic planning council comprised of two
members of the board and two agency personnel
directors appointed by the Executive Director of
the Department of Finance and Administration.
This council should annually review and make
recommendations on the agency mission and
vision statements, agency goals and objectives, and
agency performance measures and indicators. The
council should ensure that all such revisions be
conducted after it has caused to be performed a
thorough environmental analysis of external
economic, political, and social factors affecting
agencies’ ability to recruit, compensate, and retain
competent workers. Such analysis should assist
the council in identifying current threats and
opportunities regarding personnel administration,
as well as strengths and weaknesses of the current
system. The council should present its findings
and recommendations to the State Personnel Board
in time for inclusion in the board’s statutorily
required strategic plan. The Legislature should
further authorize the board to create and empower
such other advisory bodies as may be necessary
from time to time to assist the agency in planning
activities.

In accordance with SPB Policy 6.3.7, the State
Personnel Board staff should provide board
members with all information that it would expect
other agencies to submit to the State Personnel
Board prior to initiating any agency
reorganizations, reclassifications, reallocations,
realignments, or other personnel actions.

In accordance with SPB Policy 8.6.1, the State

Personnel Board should ensure that whenever it
moves new employees to a new job classification, it
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provides them with a formal notice of job duties to

be performed within fourteen days.

In the future, the PEER Committee recommends
that the State Personnel Board work closely with
the Department of Information Technology
Services to determine the most cost-effective
solutions to problems associated with efficient
data processing. Such solutions could result in
reduced expenditure of funds, thus allowing such

funds to be directed to other productive functions

or activities.

For More Information or Clarification, Contact:

PEER Committee
P.O. Box 1204
Jackson, MS 39215-1204
(601) 359-1226
http://www.peer.state.ms.us

Senator Nolan Mettetal, Chair
Sardis, MS 662-487-1512

Representative Harvey Moss, Vice Chair
Corinth, MS 662-287-4689

Representative Alyce Clarke, Secretary
Jackson, MS 601-354-5453
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A Management and Operational Review of
the State Personnel Board

Introduction

The PEER Committee conducted a management and
operational review of the State Personnel Board (SPB). The
Committee acted in accordance with MISS. CODE ANN.
Section 5-3-51 et seq.

Problem Statement

Following the appointment of the current State Personnel
Director in March 2009, the State Personnel Board began
making a series of changes at the agency. As these
changes were implemented, PEER was apprised of
concerns raised by several persons regarding the impact
that these changes might have on the administration of
the statewide personnel system. In response to these
concerns, the Committee conducted this review.

Scope and Purpose

PEER sought to determine:

» the historical reasons for having a central state
personnel agency;

» the traditional functions of public personnel agencies;

* the responsibilities of service and control that the State
Personnel Board must bear; and,

* the State Personnel Board’s response to meeting these
burdens and responsibilities.

In conducting this review, PEER:

« reviewed applicable state law, State Personnel Board
policy and procedures manuals, and policy
memoranda;
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reviewed the State Personnel Board’s financial
information;

interviewed staff of the State Personnel Board,
including line staff, supervisors, and the Executive
Director;

interviewed concerned citizens;
reviewed the SPB’s expenditures for FY 2009 and 2010;

reviewed the SPB’s strategic plans and focus group
documents pertinent to organizational and substantive
changes made in the agency since March 2009; and,

reviewed previous PEER reports on the State Personnel
Board:

o A Management and Operational Review of the State
Personnel Board (Report #190, December 10, 1987);
and,

o A Performance Evaluation and Expenditure Review
of the State Personnel Board (Report #313,
September 14, 1994).
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Background

To understand the role and purposes of the State
Personnel Board, it is important to understand first the
functions of public personnel systems. Also, it is
important to understand the delicate balance that the SPB
must strike between providing services to state agencies
that often need help in managing and developing their
staff and carrying out control functions that limit what
agencies can do with their personnel resources.

Functions of Public Personnel Management

Public personnel management encompasses the processes for classifying work,
compensating and selecting workers, and training workers to perform their jobs
more effectively. The ultimate end of these programs is to make public personnel
services both efficient and effective.

Generally, public personnel management encompasses the
processes for classifying work, compensating and selecting
workers, and training workers to perform their jobs more
effectively. While there is some variance in duties of state
personnel agencies among the fifty states, some of the
principal functions performed include the following:

*  Classification Scheme and Plans of Compensation--This
function designs job classes on the basis of job tasks
and determines what jobs are worth by setting
minimum and maximum ranges of compensation.
Failure to establish a uniform classification system
could result in disparate pay for similar work,
including a variance between what employees are paid
within the same agency or from agency to agency for
performing the same jobs. In such a scenario, for
example, the Division of Medicaid could attract an
experienced information technology employee from
the Department of Information Technology Services for
a similar type of job by simply being able to offer a
higher salary, thus requiring the Department of
Information Technology Services to go through the
expensive recruitment and training process to find a
new employee and raise them to the same productivity
level of the lost employee. Also, compensation plan
failures can result in the loss of talented workers for
whom pay is not competitive with that available in
relevant competitive job markets. First adopted in the
early 1980s, the Variable Compensation Plan was
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intended to keep Mississippi state government
competitive with relevant competitive job markets.

Recruitment and Selection--This function is responsible
for reviewing a job applicant’s education, experience,
and test scores and determining whether these enable
the applicant to meet the minimum qualifications for a
particular position. This is one of the oldest forms of
personnel management associated with the civil service
reforms of the late nineteenth century. Such selection
methods are part of selection systems commonly
known as merit systems.

Training and Human Resource Development--Central
personnel agency training helps agencies with common
training needs to have access to training that meets
those needs. In addition to job function training,
human resource development programs are devised
for the purpose of improving the quality of the state’s
workforce, as well as focusing on an individual’s career
development path. Career development and training
should also play a major role in succession planning
efforts, as more experienced and higher ranking state
employees leave for other jobs or retire.

Grievance Procedures--States that confer upon their
public employees property rights in employment often
provide a centralized review agency to hear appeals of
actions taken against employees. In Mississippi, there
is an Employee Appeals Board housed in the offices of
the State Personnel Board that hears appeals of
employees who are aggrieved by personnel decisions of
their employer agencies.

Other Functions--In some states, central personnel
agencies administer functions that do not affect the
selection, classification or allocation of personnel, but
do affect the benefits of public employees. Some
states place the responsibility of administering
employee health insurance, workers’ compensation,
and retirement in the central personnel agency.

Control and service are two other major functions of a
personnel agency. States may choose the degree of
emphasis placed on each function by the types of
responsibilities they assign to their agencies.

Control functions are characterized by the central
personnel agency’s promulgation of regulations and some
form of audit capacity to ensure that line agencies comply
with regulations. An example of a control function would
be the development and administration of a classification
scheme and plans of compensation.
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Service functions are those that agencies may choose to
avail themselves of as they see fit. Examples of service
functions would be management and skills training or
consulting on the workflow of work processes.

Control versus Service: Important Policy Choices

Options for states vary from having no central personnel agency to having a low
control/low service agency to having a high control/high service agency. The level
of service or control is a policy decision reflected in each state’s personnel laws
providing for state personnel administration.

States may take different approaches in determining how
much control or service a central personnel agency
exercises. Options for addressing control and service vary
from having no central personnel agency to having a low
control/low service agency to having a high control/high
service agency. Each option comes with its own strengths
and weaknesses.

The following sections illustrate the options available to
states in determining the directions of their state
personnel systems.

No Central Personnel Agency

A state that operates without a central personnel agency leaves personnel
decisions up to the Legislature and individual state entities.

The principal strength of not having a central personnel
agency is that line managers with knowledge of their
agencies’ missions and needs have complete authority over
job classification and employee selection. Prior to the
creation of the Merit Council and the Classification
Commission in the 1970s, Mississippi operated without a
central personnel agency.

However, Mississippi’s experience shows the problems a
state may suffer when it chooses not to establish a central
personnel agency.

* inefficient allocation of public funds--Without a central
personnel agency, it is more difficult to allocate public
funds effectively. For example, the Legislature may
lack needed information to make appropriation
decisions concerning personnel. In some instances,
state entities may “recreate the wheel” to perform
similar tasks (e. g., each state entity wishing to use a
merit selection system would have to establish its own
system or contract with a state entity that had such a
system);

* no central compensation and classification system--
Without a central personnel agency, no state entity has
the authority to assure that persons performing similar
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jobs are given the same classification and
compensation ranges. As a result, no state entity
could provide the Legislature with an independent
assessment of agency needs and the impact these
needs would have on the budget; and,

* no central database--The lack of a central database
would make it difficult to compile equal employment
opportunity reports for the federal government.

Low Control/Low Service Option

A low control/low service model would leave agencies free to manage
personnel as they see fit but without the service advantages.

A state wishing to alleviate some personnel administration
problems could create a central personnel agency with a
low level of control authority and a mandate to provide a
low level of service.

An example of the low control/low service option would be
the personnel administration structure in Mississippi when
the Merit Council and the Classification Commission were
in existence. The Merit Council provided a single applicant
evaluation and ranking unit for all state agencies, which
were required by federal law to select personnel on the
basis of merit. The Classification Commission provided
agencies not under the Merit Council with a uniform
system of job classification, which addressed the problem
of unequal pay for similar work.

While these agencies carried out their limited missions
well, they could not address a wide range of personnel
problems unrelated to merit selection or classification. As
a result of Mississippi’s choice of the low control/low
service option during that period, there was no
independent analysis of the fiscal impact of agencies’
budget requests, no means of tracking authorized
positions, no single database, and a considerable level of
patronage employment.

Low Control/High Service Option

A low control/high service model would leave agencies to manage personnel
as they see fit, but would provide optional human resources services such as
workforce development activities and long-range planning for agencies that
might wish to use such.

A low control/high service central personnel agency would
have complete authority to classify state executive
positions and require line agencies to use the classification
scheme. However, the agency’s other functions would be
provided to agencies purely as a service.

This option could work well in a state that has a few large
“umbrella” agencies that could afford to have their own
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large personnel shops. Many states have a form of cabinet
government that consolidates into several large agencies
the functions that Mississippi spreads out over many large
and small agencies. In states with large agencies, it would
be quite possible for each agency to have a large, well-
trained personnel staff capable of providing virtually all of
the services of personnel management that the agency
would need. In such states, a central office might only be
called upon to oversee grievance procedures or establish
rules for the selection of employees, leaving
administration and policy execution to each agency.

Mississippi has many small agencies that do not have large
personnel departments. In states such as Mississippi, a
low service/low control option would not appear to be
viable.

High Control/Low Service Option

A high control/low service agency would be a regulator, but would leave
matters such as training to the individual agencies.

A high control/low service central personnel agency would
ensure that the typical personnel control functions such as
classification, compensation, and selection of personnel
are performed rationally. However, the central personnel
agency would subordinate service goals such as training
and developing the skills and abilities of the state’s
workforce.

While this appears to be an option for personnel
administration, PEER knows of no example of such a
system of administration.

High Control/High Service Option

Mississippi is an example of a state vesting its state personnel agency with
the authority to enforce a broad range of controls and provide a broad

range of services.
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A high control/high service central personnel agency has
broad authority to oversee and improve personnel

management through the development of classification

plans, compensation plans, employee selection criteria,

employee selection certification methods, and budget

recommendations while also providing a variety of
personnel services such as training and counseling
programs. In addition, a high control/high service central
personnel agency has the authority to pre-audit personnel

actions.

Each state’s public policy regarding the degree of control

or service of its personnel agency varies. State law

becomes the ultimate determinant as to where a state fits
into one of the categories of service and control set out

above.



History of the Mississippi State Personnel Board

In 1980, the Mississippi Legislature established a centralized personnel system--the
State Personnel Board--for the statewide coordination of public personnel
administration. The SPB is responsible for maintaining a merit system, operating a
classification and compensation system, tracking employee compensation
expenditures, and providing for employee development, among other tasks. The
SPB was empowered to function as a high control/high service personnel agency
with the authority to make decisions impacting the use of personal services
resources by many of Mississippi’s state agencies.

Personnel Administration in Mississippi State Government Prior
to the SPB

In the 1970s, Mississippi established two low control/low service personnel
agencies, the Classification Commission and the Merit Council, with limited
responsibility over the personnel practices of state agencies.

During the 1970s, the Mississippi Classification
Commission and the Merit Council had some limited
control over state agency personnel practices. The Merit
Council managed merit-based selection criteria and
evaluation for certain federally funded jobs such as those
at the Mississippi Employment Security Commission, the
Department of Public Welfare, and the Department of
Health. The Classification Commission established
uniform job classes for a variety of positions in state
government.

These agencies had no control over compensation of
employees; consequently, managers could pay employees
what they could obtain through appropriations without
regard for what other agencies paid for the same or similar
work. Further, agencies had no limit on the number of
positions they could fill aside from their line-item
appropriation for personal services funds. If an agency
wished to expend its funds on fifty or seventy positions, it
was up to the agency to make that decision.

During the late 1970s, Mississippi experienced some
unfortunate examples of the patronage system that
sometimes affected state agencies. Additionally, concerns
arose over the growth in personnel budgets that
necessitated the development of an agency with the
capacity to place controls on the growth of government.
This control function would develop into the position
management function of the State Personnel Board. Finally,
the state became a party to lawsuits, notably Walls v.
Department of Public Welfare, 730 F. 2d 306 (5 Cir, 1984),
that showed that Mississippi’s method of selecting
employees, even those covered by the Merit Council, did
not provide protection against lawsuits alleging the
discriminatory impact of selection criteria.
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In 1980, the Mississippi Legislature created a high control/high service
personnel agency for state government.
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By 1980, the Legislature saw that more oversight was
needed for the personnel system and thereby created the
State Personnel Board (see MISS. CODE ANN. Section 25-9-
101 et seq. [1972]). CODE Section 25-9-101 gave a clear
statement of legislative purpose in creating the SPB by
providing:

It is the purpose of this chapter to establish
in the State of Mississippi a system of
personnel administration based on sound
methods of personnel administration
governing the establishment of employment
positions, classification of positions and the
employment conduct, movement and
separation of state employees; to build a
career service in government which will
attract, select and retain the best persons,
with incentives in the form of equal
opportunities for initial appointment and
promotions in the state service; and to
establish a system of personnel management
that will ensure the effective and efficient
use of employees in the state service.

Succeeding sections in Chapter 9, Title 25, made clear that
the board was to have broad authority to administer the
classification, selection, and compensation for positions in
state service. Additionally the new agency had position
management responsibility. Under the Statewide
Personnel Law, all agencies defined in CODE Section 25-9-
107 receiving appropriations whose positions were placed
under the authority of the State Personnel Board could
only fill employment positions authorized by the
Legislature. Any authorized position had to be classified
as prescribed by the State Personnel Board and
compensated in accordance with policies and procedures
established by the State Personnel Board. Under this
system, the State Personnel Board had considerable
control over how positions under its authority were
compensated and could also, through its authority to
approve positions changes (called reallocations and
reclassifications), exercise considerable control over the
ways agencies could spend their personal services
appropriations.

Additionally, succeeding CODE sections provided that the
board would be responsible for providing a broad range of
services to the agencies whose positions were under its
authority. CODE Section 25-9-119, a section setting out
the powers of the State Personnel Director, provi